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ABSTRACT ; 
~The results of the experimental attece of 


‘Souctntarence teacher clarity variables on achievement and on. ¢ * 


retention were determined by seans of a randomized control group, 
posttest only, basic design. Members cf an introductory education 
class viewed videotapes of lessons containing either high or low 
teacher clarity variables. Subjects who took a 30-ites criterion test 
immediately after the viewing were compared to subjects who took a 
"delayed achievement" criterion test one week after viewing the 
tapes. Significant differences: resulted for the main clarity effect 
and for’ the main effect of time-of-achievement. The<interaction 
effect between clarity and time-of-achievement was not significant, 
i.e., there was no significant differential effect of level of 
teacher clarity on student retention. © (Author /L BH) 
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Abstract 


The results of the experimental effect of a cluster of low-inference teacher 


clarity variables on achievenent and on retention were determined by means of ba : 
: randomized control groups posttest only, basic design. The low-inference variables 
were controlled by means of.a videotape technique. Significant differences re- _ 


sulted for the clarity main effect, F (1, 74) = 7.456, p <.01, and for the main 
effect of time-of-achievenent, F (1,74) = 5.398, B..05. The interaction effect 
between clarity and time-of-achievement was not significant, that, is, there was 

no significant differential effect of level of teacher clarity on student retention. 


~ 
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‘The findings are discussed and suggestions are made for additional research. 
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" nesinar ciamdty research om bast be characterized as descriptive (as opposed _ 


_ to experimental) and dealing with abstract or high-inference variables (as con- 7 
. trasted with conereté or low-inference variables). , This lack of intensive study ‘ i. - 
of the cause-effect relationship between low-inference teacher variables and - 
student achievenent has contributed to inconsistencies in findings. Weight and 
Nuthall (1970): stated, "The greatest service {Which can be dond} ., . . « is to point 
up behavioral variables which have functional significance ‘in the classroom." " This” 
itis describes an experimental study of the effects of a cluster of low infer es 
ence teacher. clarity variables on student learning, and the. interaction Betwéen 

these variables and retention: The clarity variables for this stady were each 
vagueness; MAZES 3 utterances of "uh; sh 4 Pectincion or emphasis: of selected | con= 

tent; ° aii but related content; and signals of transition. Gage’ (1978) an 


gested’ this cluster-of-variables approach. . 8S “ * ; 
Vagueness_ terms m ; . me 
Hiller, Fisher, grt Keess (1969) ana smith (1977) ore significant nega- 
tive correlations between teacher vagueness terms and student achievement. Vague- 
ness teres’ are words or pandas indicating, approximation, unclarity, or lack of . 
assurance. In expefimental Studies, Smith and Edmonds (1978) and Land and Smith zr 
(1979), reported significant differences between students learning under vagueness 
conditions (7.5 per minute) and Seudents learning with no vagueness conditions. 


‘Mazes, "uh" | ‘ 

Smith (1977) reported a nonsignificant eee correlation between the fre~ : 

"quency of teacher mazes and student learning. He described mazes as false starts ws ee 
or halts in speech, redundantly stated: words, and tangles of words. Land and 
Shith (1979) reportéd a signfFicant difference between students learning "under 
the influence of teacher mazes (5.1. per minute) and students sees under a 
"no mazes" condition. Another’ low-inference vardable related to mazes is the use 
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of “uh," "ah," or "um." . ‘Hiller and his associates identified this ‘item as one 
variable in a cluster they ‘labeled as verbal. fluency. They reported’ a signifi- 

| cant, positive en between teacher a ae and lent icveuicke ; 
Smith (1977) reported nonsignificant negativt correlations between the occurrence 

of teacher "yh's" and achievement. Bush, Kennedy, and Cruickshank (1977) identi~ 
fied what appears to be a: comparable behavior in Ngpeaks grammatically." wo 
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; Specification and emphasis 
" Penny (1969). and Crossman and Olson (1969) counted the number i times hat: 


words to be learned were emphasized by teachers;' Penny iscsi: significant dif- 
ferences. Kennedy , Cruickshank, Bush, and Myers (1978) depute behavioral state- 
ments that as be comparable to this variable. ‘These items are "gives explanations 
we understand" (item 1); "teaches rhs aka (item 4); "describes the work to 
be done and how to do it" Citem 5), "gives specific details" (item 8), "works 
examples. and explains them (item 10), and "stresses difficult points" (item 25). 


Transitions 


‘Crosaman and Olson (1969) reported ‘a low-inferencé study in which they counted : 
the times that. teachers gave a clear indication ‘of a transition between. the ending 


of one part ofa lesson and the beginning of anothér part. They did not report 
tests of significance. Kennedy et al. (1978) reported what may bea comparable = 
behavior in the: statement ' ‘prepares us for what we will be. ering next" (item 7). 


. Extra. content 
Land and Smith (197 9) reported no significant differences that could be attri- 


buted to additional related-but-unexplained terminology. ‘The additional + terms in 
: their study, however, were used only superficially. Keeney et al. (1978) identi- 
fied what may be a semen behavior in “explains oe simply" (item, 18). 


If teacher clarity affects inmediate student achievenert, is ‘there also an 


¢ 


effect on student lal Do students learning under low-clarity condntcna 
i . hg 


0 


forget content af: the same rate,, ata lesser rate, or at a greater rate? The pur- 


“ pose of this experimental study, then, was.to determine the effect of a cluster 3 


of lowinference teacher clarity variables-~teacher vagueness terms, nazed , "uh's," 
specification o! of selected content, extra content, and signals of. transition—on 
student achiévement and the mee Of ‘teacher clarity on student retention. 
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_ The investigator used a 2 (high clarity versus low clarity) x 2 (immediate :, 
versus delayed achievement) experimental design. The lessons were vidgotaped to 
gain the advantage of a tightly controlled design. The only difference in ‘the les- 
sons was the presence or absence of the selected teacher clarity variables. The 

basic content--five related concepts on the composition of subject matter--. 
was expisfined in the same eter with exactly the same examples. Following are. 


: << of: the type and quantity ‘of each teacher clarity variable in the study. 


High clarity (clear teaching) Low clarity (unclear teaching) 


a. No teacher vagueness an : ‘ae 3.76 vagueness ‘terms per minute. 
Exanple: "A generalization a with terms italicized. 
is a complete statement. that ' . “A generalization may be a com 


expresses one or more rela- plete statement that seems to 
tionships between two or more : express several relationships 
concepts, and’ applies toa , between two or more concepts, 
variety (more than one)’ of and applies to a variety (more 
instances." than one) of instances. ¥ 


b. No haan mazes. : ; be 3, 80 mazes per mimte. ; 
Example: "A generalization Example with terms italicized. 


is a complete statement that ’ "A generalization is a complex, 
expresses one or more relation- complete statement that states, 
* SHIPS « oie T expresses one or more relat - : 
ships ° = e we 
: : ; 3 
c., No teacher "uh's." - Oe 3.80 "uh's"” per minute. 
d. No additional, unexplained d. Additional content. 
content. ; : 
Ps 1. defined specifically in con-_ 


text: 0.3 per minute. 
D. not defined: 0.2 per minute. 


Specification of why an oe 
is an example of a definition; 
1.0 per minute. Example: y 


an example of a generalization 
because it meets all three parts 
of the definition in that it is. 
a complete ataterert, eva 


f. Clear Gecition: 0.3 per minute. aes |qrendition not clear. 


Example: "The next item we are Example: "A ae ” 
going to study is: called a “ : 
; general teacion. A generelization 


' The rationale for the behaviors selected is presented in Figure i 


Figure 1 — 
Low Inference Clarity Variables 
behaviors : ; Rationale 
vaguenesS ii‘ ‘ats 3.76 per minute Hiller et al. (1969) report- 
ed an average of 3+ terms 
_ . per minute qccurring among . 
° ' the teachers they studied 
in a standard ‘classrooni 
r a environment. The figure of 


3.76 wets arrived at on the 
i ; : basis of descriptive research 
— by Smith (1977). 
mazes 3.80 per minute Based on descriptive re- 
: search (Smith, 1977); this 
figure represents one stan- 
s dard deviation above the 
mean of the occurrences of 
mazes in. teacher talk ina 


| ae eee : ; eee ic school environment. 
Suh '» 3.80 per minute . Based on descriptive re- 
search (Smith, 1977); this . 
2 Se figure is one standard . 
pore ,deviation above the mean of 


- specification ‘~ “1.00'per minute The lesson was planned; then, | 

. ‘the occurrence of this be- 
havior was- ne and re- 
ed. 


ay) 


sented in Table 1. 
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% : Results 


TABLE 1 


N= 20 N= 18 
Immediate = X= 24.30 =X = 22.06 
| SD= 2.81  SD= 4.99 

| N20 N = 20 
Delayed X = 21.50 RF 19.05 
SD = 5.02 


‘The subjects; who were enrolled in the dirthocucbcew apace ih titan at a’ 
state college in the Midwest, were ‘placed randomly into treatment groups. They 
“viewed the videotapes and the subjects gin the "inmediate achievement" groups 
_ (Table 1) immediately took a 30-item criterion te (Kuder-Richardson reliability. 
of +924) based on the contents of the lesson. The subjects in the “delayed achieve 
. coment" groups took ‘the test one week after viewing the lesson. The effect of* 
clarity, on reterition was to be deduced from the presence or absence of an inter- | 


action between teacher Clarity and time of achievement. _ 


A 2% analysis of variance vas computed on the scores; neaycores are Pre- 
Table 2 shows the clarity main effect was significant, F (1,74) 
7.456, p <.0L In addition, the time-of-achieverent main effect was significant, °: 


(1,74) = 5.398, p<.05. The interaction effect, however, was not significant. 


si? "  Clanity (A) 1 156.678 7.456a# 


| ‘Time of => 93,435 «.8.3988 . 
he %,, &s 5 achievement (B) ane a 
{ AxB * 1 3,070. < 1.000: 
[ ; Error 74 ~ 21.015 . 
Qa 
cr *p < 05 ; : om . , 
RD ¢ 01 . : ? 
— y ‘ws a . Discussion ae : i" ee ae, a 


oe This study is among the very first presenting evidence for & cause-effect mr? 
relationship between a cluster of low-inference teacher clarity variables ‘and 
“student amiiavedent: It is the first known: report of the itoct of teacher clarity . 
on student retention. ‘The eadenes presented indicates no differential effect of 
teacher arity on student retention based on the. finding of: 00 ’ einificant inter~ 
action between teacher clarity and time of achievement. On the basis of the.rate | 

| of forgetting implied by the data in Table 1, and assuming a consistent rate of © 
forgetting’ (an assumption, with pitfalls), one might anticipate a differential ° 
: effect of clarity on retention after four or tive weeks, during which the initial ‘ 
effects of low teacher clarity have disappeared. “This hypothesis needs to be . 
ee Act ee ee ee 
. Aadittional research is needed to refute or confirm the findings in this study. 
ae the results are. confirmed that this. santas of clarity variables does consis- 
tently affect achievement, then the next research step is, to wtudy the effect -of 
a of the low inference variables i tae to isolate and quantify the effects 
of ‘oe variables, individually and in various combinations. ees ‘an experi- 


_nental desigh to sturly ‘the effect® ‘of. these variables in classrodts over & longer 


- Setiod oF tine Aa naeied, 11 ee 


* teacher ediicators focus more athena on manageable behaviors or items that can 


What are the possible deglicatiine in teacher edication? The ‘expetinental 
_researeihse for téacher education is almet nonexistent. Teo often, we train | 
gabe and in-service teachers, ona guiy foelin- basis becauinot this - I °: 

tive lack of research. Ideally, we should give top priority and increasing 
‘priority to those items that show the most consistent’:positive affect on achieve-_ 


ment. Perhaps the single most relevant suggestion for teacher education is that i a 


be observed quantified, and objectively: critiqued by observers. Specifically, 
“in the area of teacher clarity, this process would involve assisting pre-service _- 
. and in-service teachers in reducing their clarity inhibitive behaviors and in 

" increasing those behaviors that, enhance teacher clarity, as identified by research. 


* (oe ra 
"9 . . 


Bush, A. J., Seren J. Jey,an@ Cruickshank, D. R. An enpirical inves 
i . ate: clarity. Journal of Teacher Education, 1977, 28, 53-58. - 


Laden D. and Olson, D. R. : Encoding ability in teacher-student ‘mina: 
games: Paper presented to the American Educational-Research Association, ; 
\ Torchto: Ontario, cee for Studies in Education, 1969. er 


oe fA “iter, J. H.,. Fisher, G. AT ok Ra Vans W. er diuattaarion OF verbal 3 
4% * Characteristics of “effective classPecm ieee American cai ais ' 
om Journal, 1969, 6, BGLSOT Ss ; ' ae acid 3 
. ms Kennedy wd. J. Cruickshank D. R. Bush z J. and Myers, Ba. Additional ‘ 
a! : investigation into the’ nature of — clarity. The Je of Educational 
Research, 1978 R, 3-10. 


tan M.‘L. and Smith, L. R.. The Pn ee relationship between ea ee 
variables of teacher clarity and student achievement: rimental research 
results. Paper presented at the. i annual American tional Reasearch 
- Association “meeting, San Francisco. ; ; 


Penny, R. E. Presentational’ pahevtcns relied £6 Bicoste in oa Doctoral ) os 
*. . dissertation, Stantord University, 1969. Pe 


investigation of 


a) — 
— 


; Snith, L. Re Aspects ‘of teacher discourse and. student sida in- nathenaticn 
: ‘Journal for Research in. Mathematics Education, 1977, 8, 195-204. : 


Smith, L. R. and Edmonds, E. M. Teacher vagueness and pupil paieieaea tle in: 
7 ~ mathematics desrnangs Jounal for Research in Mat’ cs Eduoation, 1978, ; 
' é a ; 9, 228-232 e y os 


_ Wright, C. J. and Nuthall, G. Reiationshipe between teacher aun and 2 ppt a 
achievement in three experimental elementary science lessons. ‘American 
Hiucational Research Journal, 1970, 4S 447-49) 5 — ————=,— : Bey 


89 


v 


y 
ro 


